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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 1-16 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. 
patent 5,093,824 to Coan et al in view of U.S. patent 5,999,286 to Venkatesan. 
Regarding claim 1: 

At a first node within a mesh network, a method of combining first and second 
protection paths between said first node and a second node, wherein said first and 
second protection paths comprise first and second protection channels, respectively, 
said method comprising: assessing if said first and second protection paths may be 
combined; releasing said first protection channel, and replacing said ffrsf protection 
channel with said second protection channel along said first protection path if said first 
protection path may be combined with said second protection path. 

Coan et al teaches mesh network 10 (figure 1) wherein the said mesh network 
reconfigures the paths upon the determination that there is a specific failure event. See 
col 2, lines 30+ and col 5, lines 55+. Coan et al does not, however, teach assessing if 
first and second protection paths, during the rearrangement, may be combined, 
replacing a first protection path and replacing it with a second if the determination that 
the combination is permissible. 

Venkatesan teaches a mesh network wherein first and second protection paths 
are assessed for their combinability (see col 9 lines 43+) and combining them when the 
said combinability is permissible, "a list of path identifiers that will be rolled to a 
particular alternate route." 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have assessed the combinability of protection paths in Coan in light of the 
teachings of Venkatesan in order to optimize network resources. 
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The method of claim 1, further comprising determining if a first working path protected 
by said first protection path and a second working path protected by said second 
protection path share common resources to determine if said first protection path may 
be combined with said second protection path. 

The determination of common resources would be obvious in view of the fact that 
the system in Coan is optimized for lowest cost. See col 5 lines 55+. 

Regarding claim 3: 

The method of claim 1, further comprising determining if said second protection channel 
has already been shared along a defined number of other protection paths, to determine 
if said first protection path may be combined with said second protection path at said 
first node. 

It would be obvious to determine if a protection path has already been shared in 
view of the fact that if it has been shared, then there would not be sufficient resources to 
share it with other such protection paths. 

Regarding claim 4: 

In a mesh communications network in which a protection path across said 
network may be allocated using protection channels between adjacent nodes on said 
network, a method of establishing a protection channel between a first and a second 
node along a second protection path, protecting a second working path, said method 
comprising: a. determining if a protection channel along a first protection path protecting 
a first working path, already exists between said first node and said second node; b. if 
said first working path and said second working path do not share a common points of 
failure, assigning said existing protection channel to said second path. 

See the rejection of claim 1 where all of the claim limitations are discussed. 

Regarding claim 5: 

The method of claim 4, further comprising comparing resources along said first path to 
resources along said second path to determine if said first working path and said 
second working path share a common point of failure. 

This would be obvious in view of the fact that if there is a common point of failure, 
then both of the working paths will not carry data. 
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Regarding claim 6: 

The method of claim 5, further comprising querying a source of said first working path, 
to obtain an indicator of resources for said first working path. 

See the rejection of claim 4. 

Regarding claim 7: 

The method of claim 6, further comprising querying a source of said second working 
path to obtain an indicator of resources for said second working path. 

Again, see the rejection of claim 4. 

Regarding claim 8: 

The method of claim 5, further comprising querying nodes along said first working path, 
to obtain an indicator of resources for said first working path. 

Querying nodes would be obvious in view of the fact that the nodes carry the 
data to the working paths. 

Regarding claim 9: 

The method of claim 6, further comprising querying nodes along said second working 
path to obtain an indicator of resources for said second working path. 

See the rejection of claim 8. 

Regarding claim 10: 

The method of claim 7, further comprising assessing if said first working path share one 
or more common points of failure with said second protection path. 

See col 9 lines 43+ of Venkatesan. 

Regarding claim 11: 

The method of claim 4, further comprising assessing if said second working path shares 
a common point of failure with said first protection path. 

Again, see col 9 lines 43+ of Vankatesan. 

Regarding claim 12: 
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The method of claim 4, further comprising determining if said existing protection channel 
is already shared by a defined number of protection paths. 

See the rejection of claim 3 above. 

Regarding claim 13: 

A method of operating a node in a meshed network in which a first pair of source and 
destination nodes may communicate with each other by way of a first working path and 
a first protection path and a second pair of source and destination nodes may 
communicate with each by way of a second working path and a second protection path 
across said network, said method comprising: combining said first protection path and 
said second protection path between adjacent nodes on said network, if said combining 
does not result in communications between either of said first and second pairs of 
source and destination becoming susceptible to a common point of failure on said 
network. 

See the rejection of claim 1 above. 
Regarding claim 14: 

Computer readable medium, storing processor executable instructions, that when 
loaded at a communications node within a communications network adapt said node to 
perform the method of claim 13. 

It would be obvious to store the method of implementing the invention in 
computer software in order to insure its repeatability. 

Regarding claim 15: 

A communications node within a mesh interconnected communications network, said 
node comprising a processor operable to establish channels between adjacent nodes 
on said communications network, and operable to establish first and second protection 
channels between adjacent nodes, along respective first and second protection paths 
across said network, said first and second protection channels for carrying traffic 
between said first and second nodes in the event of failure of associated working paths 
across said network; assess if said first and second protection paths may be combined; 
release said first protection channel, and replace said first protection channel with said 
second protection channel along said first path if said first protection path may be 
combined with said second protection path. 



See the rejection of claim 1 above. 
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The communications node of claim 15, wherein said processor is operable to establish 
said first and second protection channels using a multi-protocol label switched path 
protocol. 

While the use of MPLS is not explicitly taught in the Coan et alA/enkatesan 
combination, one of ordinary skill in the art would recognize that MPLS is one of several 
type of routing protocols which would be obvious to use in order to insure the most 
efficient routing of the data. 

3. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 

examiner should be directed to Steven Blount whose telephone number is 571 - 272 - 
3071 . The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 9:00 - 5:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Mr. Chau Nguyen, can be reached on 571 - 272 - 3126. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from 
thePatent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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